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Subject:	Capacity Considerations in Primary Collections Storage Locations and Recommended Future Directions
Date:		September 30, 2017

As you know, in his capacity as Dean of Libraries, John Wilkin asked that the University Library’s ad hoc Collections Management Working Group be formalized. With that request, the Collection Management Working Group received its charge. That charge reads as follows: 
The Collection Management and Planning Working Group is charged with developing a comprehensive, print management strategy for the University Library’s collections that is informed by relevant data, making recommendations to the Library about the continued management of its holdings, and overseeing the implementation of said recommendations. Initial tasks will entail: quantifying current fixed shelving capacity and availability, documenting efforts implemented to date and their impact, detailing pending programmatic efforts that have not yet been implemented (providing approximate costs, timelines, and benefits for said implementations), making recommendations for new and additional efforts that can be implemented to improve the management and leverage the asset that is the University Library’s physical collections, and overseeing the continued management of the Library’s physical collections. Ongoing project activities will seek to incorporate special collections into the development of an overall plan for the management of our physical collections.  
The attached report is a first response to that charge and should provide a starting point for further conversations within the University Library and campus about priorities and directions in the coming years. This report seeks to accomplish the following discrete tasks:
· Provide an assessment of space considerations in the Main Stacks and Oak St. with the intent of documenting current capacity in those locations, 
· Identify projected space realization from the most recent deduplication efforts to date and those identified in the immediate future, 
· Document anticipated ingest into those primary storage locations both in the event that operations continue as at present and in the event that we need to address further unit consolidations/service model changes for those units that have not yet been consolidated or considered significant shifts of material to Oak St.,
· Recommend next steps and/or collections priorities for Oak St and the Main Stacks.   
The attached report makes a first stab at accomplishing those tasks and, furthermore, seeks to make recommendations based upon available information. 
Over several years, we believe that the recommendations in the attached document can be used to advance a more systematic management of our physical collections. The report is structured as follows: Introduction, Program Focus & Goals, Governance of the University Library Residency Program, and Program Assessment and Measures. 
Respectfully submitted, 
Mary Laskowski, Michael Norman, Jennifer Hain Teper, Thomas Teper (chair), and Cherie Weible
Report of the Collection Management and Planning Working Group 

September 30, 2017
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Capacity Considerations in Primary Collections Storage Locations and Recommended Future Directions

I. Background and Introduction

In the early 2000s, the University Library faced a critical space shortage, with significant portions of the Main Stacks at between 110% - 150% capacity. At the time, acquisitions spending was over 90% dedicated to print-based materials. The Main Library had not expanded storage capacity since the mid-1980s, and the campus had not yet broken ground on the proposed Oak Street Library Facility (OSLF). 

Construction began on the first module of OSLF in 2003. By 2016, significant shifts of library materials meant that the four modules of high-density library storage erected on site reached 89% capacity. As we move into the second half of 2017, the deduplication of volumes stored in the OSLF, plus the addition of the last set of shelving into the inventory, has reduced the occupied storage capacity to 81%, and the movement of significant number of volumes through other projects in the Main Stacks has reduced the occupied storage space in that location to 68%. 

While there is no firm number at present of capacity within either the Rare Book and Manuscript Library (RBML) or the University Archives, in both cases, these units have limited options for collections storage outside of those that they directly oversee or the OSLF, meaning that these units must retain some priority for available space in the OSLF. A back of the envelop assessment by the Interim Head or RBML in 2017 estimated current storage at 75% full. However, no formal estimate exists for either that unit or the University Archives. 

II. Significant Collection Management Efforts to Date
Impact of the NSM on Collection Storage
Before OSLF was constructed, the nearly forty departmental libraries scattered across campus remained heavily dedicated to the management of print-based collections. As current acquisitions shifted increasingly in the direction of electronic resources and publishers digitized journal and book backfiles, users increasingly preferred electronic access, and central library spaces that were dedicated to print-based collections became less about serving patron needs and became more high-value collections storage in central campus locations. For example, by 2008, the reshelving rate[footnoteRef:1] recorded for the former Biology Library in Burrell Hall had declined by 90% in only ten years. This decline was largely attributable to the shift of both current and backfile journal content to an online environment that supported local printing from patron’s work stations.  [1:  The reshelving rate was the figure applied when items from a unit’s physical collection needed to be reshelved. This was a common figure recorded in units in which the printed volumes of journals did not circulate, requiring in-unit photocopying by patrons. ] 


Simultaneously, the services provided by the University Library provided began to shift, and the value placed on physical collections diminished just as the value of the “library as place” grew, leading to efforts aimed at rethinking the service models at the University Library. The rethinking and consolidations of units resulting from many of the New Service Models (NSM) advanced in the Library benefitted from the presence of both available space in the OSLF and the availability of Library-IT Fee funded personnel in central units to process materials in support of the NSM program. These two factors also carried with them ancillary benefits for other units in the University Library system. Librarians running public service units that sought to rethink internal operations in order to serve student needs were able to avail themselves of the available personnel and space in OSLF with minimal barriers or need to plan. Conversely, those units that were neither impacted by the NSM program nor forced or inspired to rethink collection storage needs, remained largely untouched, meaning that several central campus units require some attention in the coming years. 

Bringing Some Principles to Collection Storage
In the mid-2000s, the need to develop and install a new HVAC system to serve the Rare Book and Manuscript Library (RBML) led to a wholesale reconfiguration of the RBML’s vault space. The vault’s near doubling required that a significant number of volumes – primarily in literature – be relocated. In consultation with subject specialists, a set of criteria were outlined that guided the selection. From these discussions and those of the Stacks NSM Working Group, it became clear that a broader set of principles could help guide the management of our physical collections. This led to the development of a document in 2008 entitled Rethinking the Management of Our Physical Collections (Appendix A). In many respects, this document served as the basis for many subsequent decisions about how our physical collections would be managed, the key portion of this document being the following table: 

	Type of Storage
	Decentralized, Directly Accessible 
	Centralized, Directly Accessible
	High-density, Indirectly Accessible

	Location
	Unit Libraries (multiple locations)
	Main Stacks
	Oak Street

	Collection Characteristics
	· Low density
· Physical access
· High direct access need
· Monographs
· Unbound serials
· Low theft risk
· Directed at user groups
· Collections with pre-existing cataloging/ location needs). 
	· Medium density
· Physical access
· Material expected to have higher access needs
· Monographs 
· Bound serials with no digital surrogate
· Low theft risk
· Low preservation need
· Limited duplication

	· High density
· Mediated physical access 
· Materials expected to have low circulation
· Monographs and serials with good digital access
· Items with good cataloging and/or indexing
· Items meeting RBML criteria (mediated circulation)
· Items with defined preservation problems (mediated circulation)
· Items in need of protection from theft (mediated circulation)


  
This table has provided the basis for subsequent collection management projects that focused on (a) drawing down the total volume of items in the Main Stacks. The first group to embrace this shift to criteria-based management was the Social Sciences Division, who agreed in 2010 to allow the University Library to apply a set body of criteria to the management of holdings in this disciplinary areas. The overarching criteria were: (1) both monographs published pre-1990 with no circulations, and journals available online could be moved to Oak St, and (2) items that were duplicated beyond current library policy could be withdrawn. The Physical and Life Sciences divisions (PSED/LSD) agreed to the application of the same criteria for items in the Stacks in 2013. To give a sense of scale, the PSED/LSD Stacks project resulted in transferring roughly 100,000 low use items to OSLF and deduplicating between 5,000-10,000 volumes. 

However, it was the 2012 New Service Model report that outlined the criteria to be applied for the management of physical collections in the emergent Social Sciences, Health, and Education Library (SSHEL) that integrated criteria for the management of items in the front-facing public service unit with the criteria applied to the management of lesser used items in the Main Stacks and Oak St. In a nutshell, the SSHEL collection management criteria determined that general collections within its walls would consist of those items that had been published within the last five years or evidence of circulation and that items older than this would be systematically identified by SSHEL personnel for transfer to the Main Stacks, at which point they would be managed in keeping with the established criteria already applied for the Social Sciences holdings in the Main Stacks. 

Impact of Digitization on Collection Storage
As noted earlier, digitized backfiles of journals already served as prime candidates for shifting to remote storage. However, the 2008 Rethinking the Management of our Physical Collections anticipated the impact of book digitization efforts, indicating that those monographs with good digital access should also be moved to high-density storage. As the University Library engaged in mass digitization efforts from 2008 – 2010 and again from 2013 – the present, items that were selected for digitization were subsequently moved from the Main Stacks to Oak St. The management of the University Library’s physical collections remains a significant challenge for this campus. 

Impact of BTAA SPR 1.0 Deduplication
As the University Library participated in the first phase of the Big Ten Academic Alliance’s Shared Print Repository (SPR 1.0), there were options to reduce the University Library’s storage capacity on two fronts – through contributions to the shared holdings being built at Indiana University and through the direct deduplication of local holdings against the shared collection. The University Library made inroads on rationalizing local holdings on both fronts, contributing roughly 38,000 volumes to the shared collection at Indiana University and deduplicating a further 27,000 volumes against the shared collection. All of these volumes came from either the Main Stacks or Oak St and equaled an estimated 7,845 linear feet of books. 

Projected Impact of Further Deduplication of Serials and Monographs within OSLF and Main Stacks

Beyond deduplication items held in the Indiana phase of the BTAA SPR, specific criteria for further deduplication of OSLF and Main Stacks have not yet been determined. However, preliminary data suggests that there are several hundred thousand duplicates that can potential be withdrawn simply by reducing UIUC holdings down to one physical copy.

III. Analysis of Existing Space Availability in Primary Storage Locations
Among the more challenging aspect of the work assigned to our working group is that of quantifying existing space in the Main Stacks and OSLF and projecting how much longer that space will suffice, both in relation to existing rates of acquisition and in relation to possible organizational and/or structural changes in the University Library’s operations. In order to facilitate that, we have divided the projections into sections focusing on the OSLF and the Main Stacks. 
A. Available Space in the Oak Street Library Facility
Current capacity, as generated by GFA LAS (Oak Street inventory software) is 88.38% full. There are a few caveats that need to be kept in mind when interpreting that percentage. There are still two partial aisles in the newly shelved vault four that do not have “lit” shelves, meaning the shelves have not yet been added to the inventory capacity. On the other hand, the capacity in the fourth vault will not reach that of previous vaults as we will not be able to include map cases or other high volume items but instead will be focusing on bound serials, which take up much more room per item.
Working up a conservative estimate of the remaining capacity in vault four results in the following:
· At 1.25” per item in a 17” tray (based on averages from the PSED serial project, which is our best guess of what SPR content might look like), that gives us an average of 13.6 items per tray. 
· We have 1,579 12” shelves that can hold 14 “B” trays or 12 “C” trays. Estimate is based on splitting evenly between those two sizes for serial volumes.
· We have 1,145 14” shelves that can hold 12 “C” trays or 10 “D” trays. Estimate is based on splitting those 90/10 given the rarity of CH items. 
· 790 BH shelves at 14 trays is 11,060 trays with 13.6 items per tray is 150,416 items
· 789 CL shelves at 12 trays is 9,468 trays with 13.6 items per tray is 128,765 items
· 1,031 DL shelves at 10 trays is 10,310 trays with 13.6 items per tray is 140,216 items
· 114 CH shelves at 12 trays is 1,368 trays with 13.6 items per tray is 18,605 items
Total capacity at this breakdown for all remaining 12” and 14” shelves is 438,002 items. This estimate of remaining capacity does not include any space that we can recapture with deduplication of the first three vaults, which is a slow process. We have currently withdrawn duplicated serials from OSLF based on holdings in the Indiana BTAA SPR, and are filling holes as we move forward. In a few months, there should be better data available as to how that is affecting our ongoing growth. 
We will hold 250,000 items in the next iteration of the BTAA SPR, which we are hosting. It is unknown at this time how much of that content may already be ingested at the SLF, but we anticipate that likely a third to a half of the content is already there. If we project that at least 83,000 items are already held in the vaults, upwards of 167,000 items remain to be ingested. This is likely an overly conservative estimate, but until the BTAA and our own personnel fully digest the CRL analysis of BTAA serial holdings data, we need to reserve the space for planning for the BTAA SPR 2.0. However, if we only need to ingest two-thirds of the proposed 250,000 volumes, OSLF’s current remaining capacity is 316,000 volumes. In FY17, OSLF ingested 130,351 items, meaning that the University Library can count on approximately two years’ of additional storage capacity in that site with no significant operational changes to existing libraries in terms of collection storage. Limiting ingest of materials in OSLF to only be “normal” departmental transfers, accessioned gifts, and Google Book Scanning transfers would extend the serviceable transfer capacity of that location to between 5.5 and 7.5 years. 
B. Available Space in the Main Stacks

Once boasting of a fill rate of upwards of 150% in some sections, the Main Stacks current fill rate should be seen as one of the great successes of the OSLF. Currently, the entire Main Stacks is 67% full, with approximately 3.4 million items. The facility will be completely full at somewhere between 4.8 and 5 million items. Based off of projections for current rates of acquisition and transfer into the Stacks, the facility will 100% capacity somewhere between 2042 and 2048 (assuming no withdrawals or transfers out of the Main Stacks). Typically, capacity is considered to be reached when a facility reaches approximately 85%. 

As we approach capacity, we can expect to have increased difficulties making use of remaining free space. We cannot make use of every last fraction of an inch on each shelf; when items are removed, by CMS for example, the space that is gained has to be shifted to the area that needs it before it becomes useful. Shifting across floors to gain a few feet is time and labor intensive. As the shelves become jammed, shelving becomes more difficult and we begin developing out of order sections for items that are "unshelvable" until major shifts are undertaken.
	
Stacks Collection Projection
	
	
	
	

	
	
	5 years
	10 years
	15 years
	
	

	 
	2016
	2021
	2026
	2031
	2042
	2048

	Circulation (items per year)
	      128,077 
	      116,000 
	          105,000 
	        95,000 
	58,000
	        52,000 

	New Books 
	        53,200 
	         48,000 
	             43,000 
	        39,000 
	        24,000 
	        21,000 

	Transfers
	        20,320 
	         13,000 
	             13,000 
	        11,751 
	           9,409 
	           8,335 

	Collection Size
	  3,432,195 
	   3,748,000 
	       4,000,000 
	  4,305,000 
	   4,803,000 
	   5,032,000 

	 
	67% full
	 
	over 80% full
	85% full
	 100% full



IV. The Impact of Operational Changes on Existing Capacities
As the last decade has demonstrated, the University Library adapted to supporting a very different operational model than it supported a few short years ago. Significant quantities of material have moved from central campus sites to the OSLF, and those resources are being successfully delivered to our patrons. However, the University Library has not made significant changes to several operations located on central campus, including: Art and Architecture Library, the Communications Library, the Funk ACES Library, the Mathematics Library, and the Music and Performing Arts Library (MPAL). Should the University Library seek to apply similar criteria to any of these units or should they be reorganized or closed, the potential for OSLF to absorb significant quantities of material from them would be limited. 
A. Art and Architecture Library
At present, the bulk of transfers from the Art and Architecture Library are being directed to the Main Stacks. This is, in part, due to the highly visual nature of the collections, the desire to provide browseable access, and the availability of folio-sized storage space in the Main Stacks. The Art and Architecture Library’s collections also hold a disproportionately large number of non-circulating items (42.4%). Of the circulating volumes, very few (191 items) meet the criteria of being both published before 1990 and having >2 circulations since 2002. 
B. Communications Library
The largest likely commitment from the Communications Library in the near future is the Woodard Collection. Currently housed in the Press Basement storage site. That site has long been substandard, and for much of the last decade, a host of projects have greatly reduced the volume of collections materials down there. Indeed, it is primarily used for surplus furniture at this point. However, a project is being started to begin deduplicating and rehousing that entire Woodward Collection. The likely location for the Woodward Collection is OSLF. The best guess of total linear feet at this point is -------. 
Looking at the general collections within the Communications Library, we determined that, of nearly 16,577 circulating volumes, only 583 met the criteria of being <2 circulations since 2002 and published before 1990, meaning that the collection is both being actively managed and actively used. 
C. Funk ACES Library 
Currently, the Funk ACES Library is engaged in transferring low-use serials out of the unit. At present, the unit has 195,016 volumes, with 58,811 being serials and a further 54,002 being non-circulating volumes. That leaves 82,203 circulating volumes, of which only 12.6% (10,436) meet standing criteria for being transferred to OSLF due to a combination of age (pre-1990) and low circulation (one or zero circulations recorded in the ILS). That figure, however, does not account for any serial volumes that might be relocated due to online availability, low use, etc…. 
D. Mathematics Library
At present, there are no immediate plans to close or vacate the Mathematics Library. However, a renewed infestation of silverfish in the reading room has led to a project to deduplicate, treat, and consolidate runs of journals from that location with those in the Main Stacks and OSLF. Should the University Library be asked to consolidate the space, there are currently 133,790 volumes in that unit. Of that, 48,816 are classified as serials and/or non-circulating volumes. Nearly 84,974 are circulating volumes, over 36% (31,270) of which meet standing criteria for being transferred to OSLF due to a combination of age (pre-1990) and low circulation (one or zero circulations recorded in the ILS). 
E. Music and Performing Arts Library (MPAL)

At present, there are no immediate plans for significant collections relocations from MPAL. The unit’s collections do, however, provide an interesting case-study of a collection that has very concentrated levels of usage among particular bodies of material. The unit holds 329,473 items. Of that, 221,640 are circulating items (including monographs, scores, media, manuscripts, etc…). In all, nearly 18.4% of the items match pre-existing criteria for being eligible for transfer to OSLF. The materials in the MPAL are complicated by the presence of so many different formats and item types, meaning that more extensive analysis should be undertaken before any sweeping generalizations are made. 

V. Recommendations for the Coming Year(s)
Based upon the assessment conducted by this working group and existing established project priorities, we make the following recommendations for management of the OSLF and the Main Stacks during the next two to three years:
1. Prioritize BTAA SPR 2.0 – Given the University Library’s commitment to fulfill its obligations to its partners in the BTAA, work associated with the verification, ingest, and management of local processes associated with the BTAA SPR 2.0 should be a top priority. 
2. Prioritize Deduplication Efforts – Given the space constraints faced OSLF, work at OSLF associated with deduplicating identified locally held duplicate journal runs (i.e., we hold multiple copies) and any remaining locally held materials that duplicate items already committed in the BTAA SPR 1.0 (at Indiana University) should be given priority. As appropriate, this should be extended to the Main Stacks as well. 
3. Prioritize Remaining Space in OSLF – Remaining space in OSLF should be largely earmarked for materials from two types of units:
a. Those general collections heavy units that have not been subject to significant transfers of materials to OSLF. This work should be specifically prioritized to include those items in units that might be looking to convert significant spaces to serve new service models. In concrete terms, these units might include the Funk ACES Library, the Mathematics Library, and the MPAL. Those units that have moved significant bodies of material in past years will be asked to limit such transfers until other units have been processed in a similar manner.
b. Special Collections units with no available alternative space. 
4. Prioritize Space in the Main Stacks – Space in the Main Stacks should be considered as a priority for the following types of items:
a. New Acquisitions
b. Transfers from general collections units that have previously heavily selected items to be transferred to Oak St. 
In addition, our working group makes the following additional recommendations for other units/operations in the University Library:
1. Policy and Procedural Review – The working group identified several areas in which policies and procedures need to be reviewed and/or reasserted:
a. Review of existing “Retention Policies in a Digital Age” as well as any collection management policies that list OSLF as a repository of last resort.
b. Review of the criteria for CARLI Last Copy
c. Review of Rare Book Criteria and their application as materials get transferred into RBOS in a fairly blanket manner.
d. Review and tighten gifts policies.
e. Conduct a broader review of processes and commitments related to the Library’s status as a selective U.S. Federal Documents Depository. Presently, a significant footprint in the Main Stacks is allocated to US Documents, and the campus supports three selective US Depository Libraries – the Main Library, the Funk ACES Library, and the Law Library. While most holdings are complimentary, improving the coordination of these three collections likely holds some benefit. Moreover, the Main Library should examine:
i. Deduplication between SuDoc and Dewey collections, especially when there are copies in Oak St that match items transferred from other units.
ii. The care, handling, and storage of map holdings within the SuDoc collections as there are likely efficiencies that can be realized.
f. Conduct a broader review of processes and retention commitments related to theses and dissertations as the University Library is regularly asked to ingest redundant copies as departments “gift” items. This discussion should include the Office of Collections, the University Archives, and Scholarly Communications and Library Publishing with reporting out to the Collection Development Committee. Serious consideration should be given to ingesting any copies beyond those identified below
i. For historic copies of dissertations:
1. The University Archives serves as the custodian for one copy of each thesis (in print) and dissertation (in film). All these are stored at OSLF. These are considered to be the copies of record.
2. Scans of most (although not all) historical dissertations are available in IDEALS. 
3. One additional print copies of each were held in general collections locations through the deposit process.
ii. For contemporary deposits: 
1. Current digital copies are deposited into IDEALS. These are the copies of record. 

2. Operational Tasks – The working group also identified several additional operational changes that should be implemented in order to more effectively manage space and institutional resources:
a. Acquisitions and CAM – The University Library should double down on moving new acquisitions to the LC Classification as processing directly benefits the Library both in terms of resource expenditures and in terms of physically managing collections in the Main Stacks. 
b. Rare Book and Manuscript Library – The RBML should complete two tasks in the coming two years: 
i. The RBML should complete a review of existing RBOS materials at OSLF in  order to determine if any of these items should actually be circulating collections (and thereby, available to be scanned by Google or the Internet Archive). Support for data analysis can be provided by CAM and CMS personnel.  
ii. The RBML should complete an assessment of existing space availability within its facilities it manages as well as an assessme3nt of anticipated growth needs for the next five to ten years.
c. The University Archives – The University Archives should be asked to complete the following before being allocated any more space in OSLF:
i. The University Archives should complete an assessment of existing space availability within facilities it manages as well as an assessment of anticipated growth for the next ten years. 

Appendix A: Rethinking the Management of Our Physical Collections

Thomas Teper
August 17, 2009

The University Library faces significant financial challenges. These have manifested themselves over the last decade in declining numbers of faculty and staff, shifting demands upon our collections, and the need for entirely new skill sets required to support collections and services in the coming decades. In order to meet these challenges, the University Library must rethink the mechanisms by which it manages its physical collections. 

What physical collection should occupy the space currently designated as the Main Stacks? What materials should and should not remain in Oak St? How should those collections be managed?  Given the declining number of personnel available to manage a collection that continues to grow, part of the change that we must internalize is an acceptance that the efficient management of the University Library’s collections cannot occur exclusively on an item-by-item basis. That statement is not intended to belittle the expertise of subject specialists or any other individuals; rather, it is an attempt to make us all examine when such item-by-item treatment is appropriate and when it is not. 

The following table was designed by the Stacks Services Working Group in order to outline criteria that define each of the broad collection categories and maps them to existing storage models at UIUC. 

	Type of Storage
	Decentralized, Directly Accessible 
	Centralized, Directly Accessible
	High-density, Indirectly Accessible

	Location
	Unit Libraries (multiple locations)
	Main Stacks
	Oak Street

	Collection Characteristics
	· Low density
· Physical access
· High direct access need
· Monographs
· Unbound serials
· Low theft risk
· Directed at user groups
· Collections with pre-existing cataloging/ location needs). 
	· Medium density
· Physical access
· Material expected to have higher access needs
· Monographs 
· Bound serials with no digital surrogate
· Low theft risk
· Low preservation need
· Limited duplication

	· High density
· Mediated physical access 
· Materials expected to have low circulation
· Monographs and serials with good digital access
· Items with good cataloging and/or indexing
· Items meeting RBML criteria (mediated circulation)
· Items with defined preservation problems (mediated circulation)
· Items in need of protection from theft (mediated circulation)




Managing the University Library’s Physical Collections Prior to Oak St: Prior to Oak St’s opening, the University Library’s physical collections included the holdings of many unit libraries (including the Undergraduate Library) and the Stacks. The Main Stacks were, for most unit libraries, the equivalent of a remote storage location. While directly-accessible to patrons, they were necessarily limited in their utility by deficiencies in bibliographic access, overcrowding (exceeding 120% in some areas), and the absence of an environment that could be considered moderately appropriate for on-site use. Because there was no attempt at a consistent collection development or management policy for the Main Stacks, the holdings could be best described as being heterogeneous, meaning that the collection contained items from all disciplines, both relevant and irrelevant to current scholarly needs as well as being scholarly and popular. The serials included current receipts, older bound volumes, and runs that had been superseded by backfiles. The unit served as both the high-density, remote storage of its day and the primary repository for current receipts depending upon the foot-print of the unit library in question. In short, the Main Stacks served a multitude of purposes, but primarily served as location for the institution to warehouse materials  as no overarching policy governed the collection being created in that unit. Such oversight was not necessarily feasible or constructive at the time; even if such oversight was available and empowered to manage the collection in that space, there was no safety valve – no location to move items, and no means of getting around the volume-count as signifier of value . However, that time has passed. 

Managing the University Library’s Main Stack Collection After Oak St:	Currently, our collection management practices in the Main Stacks do not differ substantially from those in place prior to the opening of Oak St. While we may have moved substantial numbers of items from the Stacks to Oak St, the overall management has not changed. The University Library’s physical collections still include the holdings of many unit libraries (including the Undergraduate Library), the Stacks, and the OSLF. These physical collections are not going away. However, these collections cannot be considered in isolation from one another, from the Library’s significant investment in electronic resources, or from developments in our profession, especially when it comes to discussions about how the University Library can manage, in a cost-effective manner, the collections and the facilities that house them. While similarities exist between the holdings in each of these unit-types, there are differences that are largely defined by the constituents they are intended to serve. These are differences that the University Library must be attuned to on an institutional level, and they are differences that we must be prepared to exploit in order to maximize our resources in the coming years. No longer can we consider the collections of a single departmental library separately from the larger institutional holdings. 

Addressing the Need: Effectively Managing Our Largest Collection

The presence of a high density storage facility on campus provides the institution with a unique opportunity to shape the collections that we hold within the Main Stacks relative to our holdings in other locations. Previously, the Stacks served as a central repository for lesser-used content in many disciplines and as a restricted but directly-accessible location for many others. They also held a heterogeneous collection. In all likelihood, the Main Stacks will continue to hold a heterogeneous collection, although we should explore whether the emphasis of this collection should shift. It is fair to say that direct access will continue to play an important part in the research and intellectual exploration for some fields, but it is also fair to say that direct access is not the mechanism that the majority of scholars and students prefer. That does not mean that direct access lacks value; what it does mean is that the University Library must take an intensive look at the types of materials that should be housed within different locations, how many copies of materials should be maintained within those locations, and the disciplines best served by having collections housed in different locations. To that end, I present the following collection management models for the Main Stacks:

Model One: Management Through Pre-Defined Criteria
In some respects, this represents to smallest departure from standard operating procedure, but if taken in a proper direction, could be the most effective program for managing materials in an equitable manner. Currently, when there is no space for transfers in a particular area within the Stacks, individually-selected materials are transferred from these areas to Oak St. All subject areas are generally treated in the same way, and the management rests on the foundation of what space is needed/available in a particular area. 

While the physical growth of the collection has always presented a challenge within our environment, the problem that we face increasingly results from our diminishing personnel resources. Fewer individuals are available to manage the materials, make selection decisions, and physically move the items. Yet, the need to make decisions does not change; indeed, it is accelerating. More items are being purchased every year, and greater resources are being dedicated to process backlogs. Neither of these factors will change at any point in the immediate future. So, how can the University Library more effectively manage the collection in the Central Stacks? 

In this model, I propose that the University Library manage this collection by the numbers. Well-defined criteria focusing on date of publication, circulation history, availability of electronic backfiles, and projected growth should all contribute to this model. These criteria could be tailored to individual Dewey classifications by subject specialists, but no areas would be given a pass on establishing criteria that would govern the suitability of materials to be housed in the Central Stacks. If subject specialists declined to participate, overall criteria developed by the Office of Collections would be applied. Combined with decisions that would impact the processing of new materials, e.g., should materials in languages not taught on this campus be considered for browseable storage, or should we keep digitized government documents in browseable storage?  - the University Library could make significant inroads in shaping a more useful, manageable collection in the Stacks. Criteria could be reviewed periodically, but this model would afford Central Stacks personnel to work through the collection in a manner that would maximize efficiency while retaining physical access to those items that meet criteria developed by subject specialists. 

Model Two: Creating a Humanities and Social Sciences Hub
In this model, I propose taking the first model a step further in an attempt to dovetail with the measured consolidation of science expertise into the Grainger and Funk Libraries. In essence, the University Library would be establishing the Main Library’s Stacks as a hub for collections that serve the Area Studies, Arts, Humanities, and Social Sciences. This would mean that the University Library would aggressively concentrate near-term selection of materials from the Stacks for Oak St on subject areas in the Physical and Life Sciences, on serials that are available online, and on other classes of material such as US Government Documents that will likely emerge as online content in the near-future. 

While this would result in shifting portions of the University Library’s overall collection to a departmental library to Oak St. collection management model, it would provide a more comprehensive collection in the Main Library’s Stacks and reserve most of the directly accessible space for those materials whose faculty and graduate students have exhibited the greatest demand for such access. Such a move would not, of course, mean that these areas would be exempt from moving materials to Oak St, but it does provide an opportunity for the Main Library to focus those collections within its walls on those subsets of the University Library’s collections that support particular areas of research that one can arguably claim are more dependent upon browseable access

Managing the Oak St. Storage Facility
For the sake of this document, we must put aside the need for this facility to serve special collections; we acknowledge that need and support it. That stated, one of the significant challenges that the University is going to face in the coming decades is in building and maintaining facilities, and the value of building new facilities will be increasingly scrutinized, especially those facilities that do not provide a direct value to students and scholars in terms of delivering the services and materials that they need.  While Oak St does fulfill these needs, it also does something else – it provides the University Library with a location to warehouse redundant material that, once valuable in adding to a volume count, is now just redundant. 
Given that both new and existing spaces carry very real costs, it is time for the University Library to begin to follow in the footsteps of our colleagues in the UC system, Ohio State, and elsewhere. Just as we occasionally wonder about the multiple copies (in multiple formats) of items like the British Parliamentary Papers (microcard, microfiche, print, online), it is time for the University Library to begin examining whether there is a benefit or drawback in maintaining duplicate copies of serial runs that are also available online. Do we need to maintain half a dozen copies of such journal runs? What about monographic titles and series deemed appropriate for remote storage? Are two copies of superseded reference works enough, or do we need five?
Managing Gifts and Backlogs
With the support of IPM and CAM, the Library made significant progress in the processing of gifts and other cataloging backlogs bound for the general collections. A policy of not classifying gift books that are added and sending them directly to Oak St enabled the Library to eliminate most of its gift backlog. Applying this same model to the LABO backlog has made that collection accessible to our patrons. Such processing must be continued – indeed, it should be expanded to include gifts that are considered intellectually valuable, but not in need of browseable access. 

In terms of physical storage, gifts have presented a unique problem for the University Library. Currently, the University Library is accountable for minor spaces in several buildings across campus. These spaces hold many gift collections. While we are making progress in clearing several of them (Children’s Literature from the Press Basement, Archival materials from the attic of Wohler’s Hall, etc…), the Library needs to avoid using these marginal spaces for the storage of materials that are valuable enough for us to acquire. 

In order to help address this issue, the University Library needs to identify suitable space to hold new unprocessed collections and to continue its efforts at processing backlogs that are scattered throughout the Library system – whether they be in marginal auxiliary spaces or stashed in carrels and other nooks within the Library’s primary facilities.  



Selecting Library Materials for High Density Storage
 
Purpose
This document is intended to provide guidance in selecting items for transfer to high-density storage.
 Background
The University Library opened a high-density storage facility to house lesser-used library materials. In the model chosen, cost effective operations require that individual items circulate less than three times in a given year of operational time.
 Environment
The Oak Street Facility provides a secure environment in a closed stack facility equipped with temperature & RH controls that significantly extend the life expectancy (LE) of library materials. When measured against other Library facilities, Oak Street provides an exemplary environment for reducing the deterioration of library materials.
 Access to Collections at Oak St.
Retrieval of volumes from high density storage is frequent, with most items being made available as quickly as those now sent by campus mail to a borrower's campus address or held for pickup at an on-campus library.
 Titles transferred to the high density storage which experience significant use can be returned to a campus library, and if a scholar or student needs to consult a large number of volumes housed at the high density storage, arrangements can be made to do that consultation on site.
 When is Oak St Not Optimal Storage
The principle underlying the operational value of high density storage is maintaining an annual average retrieval rate of less than 3%. Increasing the retrieval rate above 3% raises the operational costs of the unit above levels deemed cost-effective for such storage. While a 3% retrieval rate seems low, the logistics of retrieval from high-density storage combined with the sheer number of items in such storage makes maintaining the low circulation rate important. Consequently, when making decisions about whether an item should be sent to Oak St versus the Stacks, please remember that selection that increases the operational costs of the unit are not in the best interests of the University Library.
 Identification of Items
In general, materials identified for housing in the Oak Street Facility should be considered part of a High Density, Non-Browsable Collection that would meet the following criteria:  
· good bibliographic access
· projected future use remains low
· items with alternate methods of access (backfiles, etc...)
· not be critical to current scholarship but worthy of retention in a research collection
 Selection Guidelines
The Office of Library Collections recommends that the following criteria guide the selection and growth of collections identified for transfer to the Oak Street Facility.
· Duplicates. Care should be taken to not retain duplicate copies merely to avoid withdrawing them from the University Library's collections. A copy currently housed in Oak St. should be considered the copy of record, and if additional copies of items are identified for transfer to Oak St, they should be withdrawn to avoid unnecessary duplication within the facility.
· Online Resources. Texts that may reliably be found completely online (especially journals and indexes) with some possible exceptions for "core" journals. These could also include locally digitized or reformatted materials that are likely to fit other criteria for selection, i.e., low-use, duplicate copies, etc....
· Low-Use Serials. Runs of rarely-used serials, with the indexes kept or moved to Stacks or other on-campus location.
· Low-Use Monographs. Earlier portions of runs of active monographic series as well as individual monographic titles that demonstrate low use.
· Out-dated Resources. Outdated textbooks, indices, and other resources unlikely likely to receive significant use.
· Special Collections. Selected materials from special collections and University Archives or that fall within the collecting guidelines of said units.
· High-theft Items. Items from within the general collections that are identified as likely candidates for theft.
· Materials Subject to Regular Replacement. Government documents materials that are not subject to regular use, serial runs replaced by microforms, microforms replaced by online resources (unless scholarly necessity requires keeping the earlier version onsite), maps and map sets.
· Gifts. Gift collections help fill gaps within our holdings, but not all gift collections are likely to receive high use. Gifts selected for addition to the collection are prime candidates for direct-to-storage processing.
 Selection Principles
· Identifying suitable materials for high density storage is part of a larger process of intelligently shaping the Libraries' many browsable, on-campus collections in a manner responsive to the needs of users across all disciplines.
· Just as selection for centralized, browsable storage (i.e, the Stacks) is an ongoing responsibility, selection for high density, non-browsable storage is an ongoing responsibility.
· Materials selected should be identified by collection managers and should represent all library collections, formats and media, as appropriate storage furniture is installed.
· Selection criteria will vary across disciplines, departments, and collections, but every discipline and collection has appropriate candidate materials.
· The high density storage is devoted principally to shelving infrequently-used materials. On campus collection space will be used for materials that need to be browsed or that demonstrate more frequent use.
· The identification of materials fitting the selection criteria outlined for RBML collections should be a prime motivation behind the selection process.
· High density storage accommodates those library materials that most benefit from the facility's optimal environmental, security conditions against theft and mutilation, and efficient use of staffing to manage low use collections.
· Selected materials should have records in the UIUC Library Online Catalog or other appropriate access tools. The Library is to have a full level bibliographic record for each piece housed at the high density storage. The catalog records will mitigate the loss of direct physical access.
· Selection requires varying levels of review depending on the material. Whereas entire categories of materials may be designated for high density storage, other types may need a more in-depth and individual title review.
· Selection of appropriate materials is an ongoing responsibility; it will require continuing attention to the identification of appropriate materials for shelving in the remote storage, both throughout existing collections and among new and recent acquisitions.
 Working Guidelines
· Items that fall under the Library's General Policies Governing Materials under the Care of The Rare Book & Manuscript Library (http://cms/rbx/pdf/20090528_General_Policies_Governing_Materials_under_the_Care.pdf) should be sent to the RBML.
· Items published before 1821 but not falling under the Library's aforementioned guidelines for transfer to the Rare Book and Manuscript Library should be designated for RBOS and sent to Oak St. as appropriate.
· Items with artifactual value (having, e.g., decorated bindings, manuscript notations, special marks of provenance, engraved illustrations) should be designated for RBOS and sent to Oak St. as appropriate.
· Collection managers and staff acting on decisions to transfer to the Depository should not transfer unnecessary multiple copies to the Depository unless they meet aforementioned RBML selection criteria.
· Material in need of preservation treatment (detached or partial covers, loose or torn papers, brittle paper) will not be transferred to the Depository without review by the Collection Management Team or the Preservation department.
· Unless other acceptable criteria are proposed for individual call number ranges, the criteria that will be applied for management of transfer of materials from the Stacks to Oak St will be as follows:
· Serials with online backfile surrogates
· Monographs with a publication date of pre-1990 and no evidence of circulation. Items that don't meet both of these criteria would remain in the Stacks.
Withdrawing Materials
This document does not supersede any existing policies or guidelines related to the withdrawal or replacement of materials from the University Library's collection.
· In general, last/single copies are not withdrawn. No copies identified as part of the CARLI Last Copy Pilot may be withdrawn.
· The Campus Administration encourages the University Library to avoid retaining unnecessary duplicate materials.
· When multiple copies are identified for transfer to Oak St and some are candidates for withdrawal, a condition check should be made of the items to be retained or discarded to ensure that the pieces in the most complete condition be retained.
· Care should be taken when withdrawing material with bookplates. Every effort should be made to retain the copy which bears a bookplate.
Drafted - 8/2007
Revised - 11/2007, 12/2007
Approved - 1/2008 (CDC)
Approved with revision - 2/2008 (AC)
Revised 8/2010


Appendix B: UIUC Library Withdrawal Policy and Procedure
 
Introduction
The Library is committed to building and preserving an enduring collection to support the research and teaching mission of the University. Given that the Library's collection is an important resource shared throughout the state of Illinois and the world, decisions to withdraw materials are made after careful review and consideration. Subject specialists, preservation personnel and the Office of Collections work in collaboration with faculty, staff and other Library departments to perform this aspect of collection maintenance. Among the factors that collection managers take into account while reviewing items are: subject, including interdisciplinary impact; language; rarity; provenance; format; projected use; physical condition; licensing restrictions on resource sharing; accessibility of electronic formats; and completeness. Deselection of outdated or worn materials is an organic part of the healthy maintenance and growth of the Library's premier collection. 
The following policy and procedures govern the withdrawal of materials from the Library collection. These policies and procedures apply to all general collection monographs, serials and audio-visual media and will be reviewed and revised as necessary.
1.0       General Principles
The Library will observe the following guidelines when considering the withdrawal of library materials.
· Last or single copies are retained unless appropriate consortial arrangements are in place to ensure the material's preservation. Such arrangements might involve last copy programs in CARLI, the CIC, widely vetted and professionally accepted print archiving operations such as JSTOR, or the CRL.
· One copy of an original item used for the local production of an electronic version shall be retained, regardless of condition.
· For retrospective collections of Library materials, the copy of record is a durable physical medium. If a discussion about retention develops, only one copy needs to be retained. Microforms and print copies will be considered interchangeable unless there are clearly identifiable and documented differences.
· When electronic-only access is available, the Library shall attempt to negotiate perpetual access and the best possible provisions for interlibrary loan.
· Excluding those copies held in various special collections throughout the University Library or held for the purposes of significant demand, no more than two print or microform copies will be retained, except under special circumstances.
· Earlier editions are not withdrawn when new editions are published.
· The value of an "outdated" item as a potential historical resource will be considered before withdrawing the item.
· No materials dated pre-1850 shall be withdrawn without review and approval by rare book or special collection curators.
· Items with perceived artifactual value should be referred for review and approval by rare book or special collection curators.
2.0       Procedure for Withdrawing Library Materials
While the process to withdraw materials may be initiated by individuals throughout the University Library, the ultimate decision to withdraw an item rests with the subject specialists, preservation personnel, and the Office of Collections. It is their responsibility to check the online catalog and the condition of other copies in order to properly execute the above principles. No items shall be withdrawn without reference to these bodies, and no item shall be withdrawn without being clearly, physically marked "Withdrawn."
3.0       Disposition of Withdrawn Material
3.1       Materials purchased with State funds and non-State funds
· Materials purchased using State funds and non-State funds, including endowment funds, or accessioned into the University Library's inventory (including catalogs, finding aids, backlog lists, inventories and other means of inventory whether print or electronic) are the property of the State of Illinois. In keeping with Illinois Public Act 096-0498, the University Library may sell withdrawn library materials as long as all proceeds received are returned to a designated account that will benefit the Library's collections.
· In addition, these materials:
§  May be withdrawn and recycled as scrap. Recycling should be pursued and withdrawn items must be sent to an approved local Illinois recycling program if the material is recyclable. Scrap may not be used for private purposes or private gain.
§  May be offered for credit or exchange for library materials of equal value to a reputable agent or vendor, through the Office of Collections.
§  May be used in another part of the University.
§  May be kept for office use. Later disposal of this material must follow the procedures set forth here.
§  May be transferred to an out-of-state library if not needed by any other state library and only after receipt of approval from the Property Accounting Section who, on behalf of the Library, will first pursue approval from the Illinois Department of Central Management Services. A list of items and their estimated original costs, estimated current value, acquisition dates, and original funding sources must be provided to the Library Business Office.
3.2       Materials received as gifts
· May be added to the collection if needed. Once a gift is added to the Library collection, it becomes University property and is subject to the withdrawal procedures outlined above.
· May be sold in the Library book sale or used for exchange with reputable agents for additional Library collection materials, unless the donor has stipulated the gift may not be used in this way.
3.3       Materials received through external funding sources
· Must follow the disposition procedures prescribed by the funding agency. If the external sponsor does not stipulate procedures for disposition, then all such items are considered to be library materials and shall be managed in keeping with existing library policies.
3.4       Materials identified as lost/stolen
· Materials identified as lost/stolen/missing shall be identified as such in the University Library's catalogs, inventories, etc. Their records shall not be suppressed from the public view until such time that the items are replaced or deemed unworthy of replacement by University personnel. At that point, records for those items that have been replaced or deselected should be suppressed.
Approved CDC - 8/2010


Appendix D: 

Proposal for Consideration:

Use of remaining undeveloped property at Oak Street Library Facility location 
for campus-wide media storage vault.

Jennifer Hain Teper
7/22/2013

Background:
From February 2011 to March, 2013, the University of Illinois at Urbana-Champaign conducted a two-phased Media Census to determine the extent of audiovisual holdings across the campus. The study identified 364,787 physical audiovisual assets in 96 campus units, the majority of which represent obsolete “legacy” formats being stored in conditions detrimental to their long-term usability.  These numbers indicate a strong need to prioritize campus-wide planning for a sustainable infrastructure for the efficient, cost-effective preservation of valued media content (Media Census White Paper, 2013).  

While digitization is a solution for some of these materials, the University of Illinois lacks the budget and IT infrastructure to support such a massive reformatting effort.  Cold storage is a realistic alternative option.  Proper storage conditions slow down the degradation processes that plague many audiovisual formats, and will help extend the current 15-20 year window for format loss in our collections forecasted by experts in media preservation.  Cold storage for media is a valuable tool for a major institution intent on ensuring long-term access to its unique and valuable research materials.

Proposal: 
We propose the construction of a cold storage module at the Oak Street Library Facility (OSLF) for library and campus audiovisual collections, to be operated and managed by the University Library on a cost-recovery basis.  By offering such a service, the Library would assume a more formal leadership role in the preservation of the University’s media heritage.  At this facility, film and magnetic tapes, as well as photographic materials benefitting from such storage, would be provided a preservation environment thus dramatically slowing down the rapid deterioration of these fragile materials.  Additionally, the reformatting of immediately at-risk materials to newer digital platforms could be possible through the services of the Media Preservation Studio at the Main Library, as resources allow.  By constructing appropriate cold storage, we would take considerable steps towards ensuring long-term access to media items that have enduring value in their original format.  In addition, we would buy ourselves more time to develop the necessary reformatting capabilities and IT infrastructure to programmatically migrate endangered AV and image assets to digital format of the longer term.  In addition to housing the Library’s own extensive holdings, the Library would maximize the impact of this facility by opening up storage space and preservation services to other campus units.  Operating the facility on a cost-recovery basis (i.e. charging units fees for storage and services) would help defray necessary staff costs for processing and providing access to the collections stored there. 

Proposed Site:
The remaining undeveloped parcel of land on the OSLF property is the smallest of those originally planned for phased construction.  With the addition of mobile shelving, the construction of Phase Three grew from an estimated 1.54 million to 2.48 million volumes (allowing for considerably more book storage in Phase Three), thus decreasing the footprint of Phase Four by 7% percent. Considering that Phase Four was always the smallest module, the use of this module for only book storage may not be the most optimal use of space.  At the current rate of accessioning, it is projected that the Oak Street Building has approximately five years of storage space available. However, there is planning for considerable space reclamation through de-duplication.  Currently, however, there is no appropriate storage location for media (film and magnetic tape materials) anywhere in the Library system or campus.  This proposal seeks a solution to this storage problem.

Media Storage Needs:
Similar to books and paper, audiovisual materials benefit from storage at reduced temperatures.  However, since the chemical composition of many media formats are less stable than paper and leather, they can require much colder storage in order to slow down their rapid rate of deterioration, different from those currently provided in OSLF vaults (50°F and 30% RH).  Media storage also requires some means to control particulate and gaseous contaminants in the atmosphere. While particulate filtration is fairly common place in many modern buildings, gaseous filtration is a more unique requirement.  Already deteriorating plastics off gas pollutants which can affect adjacent materials in a storage area and therefore regular filtered air exchange within the storage space is critical.  

Frozen Storage
Specifically, cellulose nitrate and cellulose di-acetate film as well as color photographic prints, negatives and transparencies require frozen storage to slow down the tremendously destructive deterioration of their unstable plastic bases or rapid deterioration of their unstable color dyes. In addition, cellulose nitrate can become explosive in cases of advanced deterioration and unregulated temperature. While we do not feel that any of our collections pose any immediate risk of conflagration, adding explosion proof storage to the film storage vault is necessary for proper nitrate film storage and risk management. Currently, the Census estimates that we have 7,030 pieces on these two film bases, of which an estimated 41% are held within the Library, and 77% are unique or rare and of enduring value.   While data on photographic images was not collected as part of the survey, we are anecdotally aware of massive holdings of these types of materials across campus. Polyester film, while not as high a risk for near-term deterioration, benefits greatly from frozen storage as well.  By ISO standards, frozen storage is defined as any of the following scenarios, depending upon facility capabilities:

	Temperature Maximum
	Relative Humidity 

	14°F (-10°C) 
	40-50% 

	27°F (-3°C) 
	30-40% 

	36°F (2°C) 
	20-30% 



Cool to Cold Storage
Other AV materials also benefit from specialized cool or cold media storage.  Magnetic  media bases, such as those found in VHS, Beta, U-matic, 2 inch quad, etc.  formats require cool, but not overly dry storage.  The Census estimates we have 58,853 such items which are unique and 21,070 which are rare, of which the Library holds an estimated 44% and 98%, respectively).  By ISO standards, cool to cold storage is defined as any of the following scenarios, depending upon facility capabilities:

	Temperature Maximum
	Relative Humidity 

	52°F (11°C)
	40-50% 

	63°F (17°C)
	30-40% 

	73°F (23°C)
	20-30% 



Potential for Campus Support:
In preparation for this proposal, all respondents to the 2012/2013 Campus Media Census were queried about their potential interest in such a model.  Response was, in general, quite positive (64% of those responding are interested in such a proposal).  A summary of the responses is below, for reference:
 
Response rate: 57% (47 responses of 83 individuals queried)
1) Would you or your unit be interested in the availability of purpose-built cold/cool storage for moving image, sound, and photographic materials?

Yes 64%
No 32% (did not continue with survey)

2) If yes, do you have an idea of how much material you might want to transfer (in linear feet of storage)

	<10 lf
	20%

	10-24 lf
	13%

	25-49 lf
	10%

	50-74 lf
	0%

	75-99 lf
	0%

	100-199 lf
	3%

	200-299 lf
	0%

	300-399 lf
	7%

	400-499 lf
	0%

	>500 lf
	10%

	i don't know
	33%

	other estimation of size
	3%



3) If yes, would you be willing to consider a small rental fee per measure of storage space?  No cost structure has yet been investigated, but would be kept to a minimum for cost recovery of the facility only.

Yes 47%
No 23%
Uncertain at this time 30%

4) Before moving materials into such a facility, materials must have some level of intellectual control.  Would you be able to provide basic level description of materials before transferring materials?

Yes, on an item level: 37%
Yes, on a box/container level: 60%
No: 3%

5) If materials were housed in such a facility, how often would you anticipate needing to access your materials?

Not at all: 0%
One or two pieces a year: 33%
<10 Pieces a year: 27%
<50 pieces a year: 13%
<100 pieces a year: 3%
>100 pieces a year: 13%
Uncertain: 7%

6) Do you have any other comments or thoughts about this proposal that would be relevant to us?

· Having an online inventory with an index system would be useful for future discovery once we get a few years down the line and we leave the university or otherwise forget what we've placed in your care.
· If the university doesn't care enough to archive our/it's intellectual property, why do we have a library?
· Tell me how we can help push this forward...[name removed]
· We don't know if these items are worth keeping at all. If so, we would probably be happy to transfer their possession to the library.
· If this media is important to the university, storage solutions should be made available at no cost to units. Otherwise I think you'll find most units will continue to store their materials in their current less than ideal locations. If the university is not solidly behind preserving its history, this project is going to fail.
· Our still images, the ones requiring cold storage, have been digitized, and we are working on digitizing our moving images. Our images requiring cold storage are not currently in cold storage. All of these have great significance to UI heritage.
· We would like to maintain control over access to our materials as they are very sensitive
· I want to hold on to my own materials but can't speak for other colleagues in my dept.
· There are several issues : (a) would the material (e.g., movies on tapes) be digitized? (b) I am not sure about the rental fee since the various tapes are IP of university (teaching material, research material), so it is not clear to me why an individual professor should pay for the storage space. The storage area is another resource (like campus networking) that should be available for 'free' as part of the preservation effort, etc. The professor already paid for the tapes from his/her grants, so thinking about another payment is not right.
· I may be interested in 16 mm film storage at some future time.  At the present I will be undergoing major surgery (open heart) in the next weeks, and will require several months to recuperate.
· Thank you for asking about my interests, and I shall try to get back in touch after I've recovered. [name removed]
· Interesting proposition; we would probably need to raise funds to meet any storage fee but it could be valuable service.  Seems like 'cryogenic' storage for visual archives.
· I am also very interested in digitizing much of my choreography collection. It is on many different formats and covers a career from the early 80's. I have started cataloging but would love to work with a student from GSLIS. I worked with one last year and that was great! 
· I have a large quantity of videotape of various format and audiotape related to the Black experience.  How I would use the facility and how I could support it and how active my use would be is contingent on what plans I develop for making the materials available to the public (e.g., a rich archive on the life and work of Medgar Evers, on this the 50th anniversary of his assassination).
The same would be true of other materials that might be used as resources on Black Studies curriculum development.
· Baffling exercise, trying to estimate linear feet for what I hold. Color slides are in 8x11 mounting sheets, three long file drawers, maybe 12 lf or so. But mega hours of video in cassettes of various formats, in DVD, on flash sticks: how many lf depends on how you box up the stuff.
· The use by year is very difficult to give you an estimate. It depends so much on the production: conference presentation, articles, colleague interchanges.  So I think Q #5 really needs more discussion of practices and access provision; for example 'storage' vs. archiving.
· Our collections would not be a 'one-time' drop off. Our collection would be expanding regularly, and we'd want to be able to tie into whatever catalog or database system, so that we could be updating it as our collection grows.

Select Resources:
Image Permanence Institute (2004) IPI Media Storage Quick Reference.  Available online at: https://www.imagepermanenceinstitute.org/webfm_send/301 

Wagner, Sarah (2007). Cold Storage Options: Costs and Implementation Issues.  A study funded by the Andrew W. Mellon Foundation & American Institute for Conservation of Historic & Artistic Works / Photographic Materials Group.  Available at: http://mac.mellon.org/issues-in-conservation documentation/ColdStorCostsCORRFinal.pdf  

ISO 10356 Cinematography: Storage and handling of nitrate-base motion-picture films (Geneva: International Organization for Standardization), 1996

ISO 18911 Imaging materials—Processed safety photographic films—Storage practices (Geneva: International Organization for Standardization), 2010.

ISO 18920 Imaging materials—Processed photographic reflection prints—Storage practices (Geneva: International Organization for Standardization), 2011.

ISO 18934 Imaging materials—Multiple media archives—Storage environment, 2nd ed. (Geneva: International Organization for Standardization), 2011.






 



